PROTECTION OF FOREST COVER FOR RESERVOIR AREAS UNDER 
| JURISDICTION OF THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


THE UNIVERSITY 
(No. 86-21) OF MICHIGAN 


APR 2g 1960 
HEARING 


BEFORE THE 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT 


OF THE 


COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


EIGHTY-SIXTH CONGRESS 
SECOND SESSION 


ON H.R. 9377 
' TO PROVIDE FOR THE PROTECTION OF FOREST COVER FOR 
RESERVOIR AREAS UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF THE SEC- 
RETARY OF THE ARMY AND THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


FEBRUARY 23, 1960 


Printed for the use of the Committee on Public Works 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFIC 
WASHINGTON : 1960 


52598 


COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 


CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, New York, Chairman 


GEORGE H. FALLON, Maryland JAMES C. AUCHINCLOSS, New Jersey 
CLIFFORD DAVIS, Tennessee RUSSELL Vi MACK, Washington 
JOHN A. BLATNIK, Minnesota GORDON H. SCHERER, Ohio 
ROBERT E. JONES, Alabama GARDNER R. WITHROW, Wisconsin 


FRANK E, SMITH, Mississippi 
JOHN C. KLUCZYNSEI, IMinois 


WILLIAM C, CRAMER, Florida 


JOHN F. BALDWIN, Jr., California 


T. A. THOMPSON, Louisiana FRED SCHWENGEL, Iowa 
IRIS FAIRCLOTH BLITCH, Georgia EDWIN B. DOOLEY, New York 


JIM WRIGHT, Texas 


W.R. HULL, Missouri. 


WILLIAM S. BROOMFIELD, Michigan 
- HOWARD W. ROBISON, New York 


KENNETH J. GRAY, Iifinois DEAN P. TAYLOR, Néw York 


FRANK M. CLARK, Pennsylvania ~ WALTER M. MUMMA, Pennsylvania 


ED EDMONDSON, Oklahoma 


JOHN J. McF ALL, California 


CHARLES H. (CHARLIE) 
GRACIE PFOST, Idaho 
JOHN YOUNG, Texas 


BROWN, Missouri 


DENVER D. HARGIS, Kansas 
FRANK W. BURKE, Kentucky 
HAROLD T. JOHNSON, California 


ROBERT E., COOK, Ohio 


MARGARET R. BEITER, Chief Clerk 
RICHARD J, SULLIVAN, Chief Cownsel 
JosEePH R. BRENNAN, Engineer-Consultant 
ROBERT F. MCCONNELL, Minority Counsel 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT 


FRANK E. SMITH, Mississippi, Chairman 


CLIFFORD DAVIS, Tennessee WILLIAM C, CRAMER, Florida 
T. A. THOMPSON, Louisiana RUSSELL V. MACK, Washington 
IRIS FAIRCLOTH BLITCH, Georgia GARDNER R. WITHROW, Wisconsin 


JIM WRIGHT, Texas 
W.R. HULL, JR., Missouri 


JOHN F. BALDWIN, Jr., California 
FRED SCHWENGEL, Iowa 


KENNETH J. GRAY, Illinois HOWARD W. ROBISON, New York 
FRANK M. CLARK, Pennsylvania 


ED EDMONDSON, Oklahoma 


JOHN J. McFALL, California 


CHARLES H, (CHARLIE) 
GRACIE PFOST, Idaho 


BROWN, Missouri 


yéPO: 


a 


Sta 


Ade 


yePOSITED BY THE 
STATES OF AMERIO® 


CONTENTS 


Statement of— 
Cassidy, Maj. Gen, William F, ., Assistant Chief of Engineers on Civil 


Hodges, Ralph, director, Division of Forestry; accompanied by A. Z. 
Nelson, director of the Industry-Government Affairs Division, Na- 


tional Lumber Manufacturers Association, Washington, D.C_____- 9 
May, W. W., appearing on behalf of the Mississippi Forestry Associa- 

Murphy, Warren T., Chief, Division of Flood Prevention and River 

Basin Programs, Forest Servi ice, Department of Agriculture_______ 22 


Mitchell, Donald 8., Jr., Assistant Chief, Division of Irrigation and 
Land Use, Bureau of Reclamation; accompanied by Walter H, 
Horning, forestry staff officer, Bureau of Land Management, De- 


Phillips, George, Department of Agriculture 22 
Pomeroy, Kenneth B., chief forester, The American Forestry Asso- 


Additional information — 


Page 
_ 17 
rorestry Suppliers, Inc., February TY, 17 
Louisiana Forestry Association, February 22, 1960_________-_-_- 16 
mz 


ny 


0) 
A 
of 
th 
th 
be 
qu 
ta 
im 
of 
Al 
vo 
wi 
pr 
wi 
th: 
th 
of 
M: 
ha 


PROTECTION OF FOREST COVER FOR RESERVOIR 
AREAS UNDER JURISDICTION OF THE CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS 


TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pustic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT, 
Wasuineron, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a.m., in room 1302, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Frank E. Smith (chairman of the 
subcommittee ) 

Mr. Smiru. The hearing of the Subcommittee on Watershed Devel- 
opment on the bill H.R. 9377 will come to order. The bill will be 
made a part of the record at this point in the hearing. 

(H.R. 9377 is as follows :) 


[H.R. 9377, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To provide for the protection of forest cover for reservoir areas under the 
jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That it is hereby declared to be the policy of 
the United States to provide that reservoir areas of projects for flood control, 
navigation, hydroelectric power development, and other related purposes under 
the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers shall 
be developed and maintained so as to encourage, promote, and assure fully ade- 
quate and dependable future resources of readily available timber, through sus- 
tained yield programs, reforestation, and accepted conservation practices, and to 
increase the value of such areas for conservation, recreation, and other beneficial 
uses. 
Sec. 2. In order to carry out the national policy declared in the first section 
of this Act, the Chief of Engineers, under the supervision of the Secretary of the 
Army, shall provide for the protection and development of forest cover of reser- 
voir areas under his jurisdiction, so as to yield the maximum benefit and other- 
wise improve such areas. Programs and policies developed pursuant to the 
preceding sentence shall be coordinated with the Secretary of Agriculture, and 
with appropriate State conservation agencies. 


Mr. Smirn. I might say that I introduced this bill with the idea 
that it would provide a directive for a much needed improvement in 
the management of those forest reservoir areas under the jurisdiction 
of the Corps of Engineers. 

The first witness that we have this morning is Mr. W. W. May. Mr. 
May represents the Mississippi Forestry Association from Jackson, 

iss. 

Mr. May, will you come forward to the witness chair, please, and 
have a seat ? 
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STATEMENT OF W. W. MAY, APPEARING ON BEHALF OF THE 


MISSISSIPPI FORESTRY ASSOCIATION, JACKSON, MISS. 


Mr. May. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Sarru. Give the reporter your name and then you may go 
ahead with your statement. 

Mr. May. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am W. W. May, of 
Jackson, Miss. I am appearing here today as a representative of the 
Mississippi Forestry Association, of which I am a director, and of 
the Delta Council, of which I am a member of the forestry committee, 

Both of these organizations are nonprofit groups dedicated to the 
development of the economics of the Mississippi. The Mississippi 
Forestry Association through its membership, consisting of the entire 
forestry leadership of the State, concerns itself with every phase of 
forestry in Mississippi. The Delta Council concerns itself with the 
total economic development of the 18 delta and part-delta counties, 
and is thus immediately concerned with the effectiveness and long life 
of the flood control system operated by the Corps of Engineers, U.S. 
Army. The Council is also interested in the forestry development of 
this section of Mississippi from an economic standpoint. 

I am also forester for the Illinois Central Railroad. My company 
is deeply concerned with the economic phases of this question, as are 
many of the forest industries in this general area. 

Forestry, gentlemen, is a serious business with us in Mississippi. 
One-quarter or our cash income is derived from forestry activities. 
It offers the greatest hope of sound economic development for much 
of our State. This is particularly true of the area in which Arka- 
butler, Sardis, Enid, and Grenada Reservoirs are located. 

The problem which the bill would help to solve in Mississippi con- 
cerns itself with approximately 236,000 acres of a total area of 263,000 
acres held by the Corps of eotcaan in the reservoir watershed. 
These reservoirs are located on the Yazoo, Little Tallahatchie flood 
control system. Around this single ownership represented by these 
reservoir lands are located approximately 25,000 private ownerships 
within the watershed of this system who must be shown the way to 
good forest management. 

Specifically, the problem concerns itself with proper land utiliza- 
tion of those parts of the reservoir area not subject to annual overflow. 
Much of this land is in a seriously eroded condition. Runoff from 
heavy rains on the steep slopes continues to create gullies and carry 
silt into the main body of the reservoir, which I am sure is increasing 
the sedimentation problem. 

The Corps of Engineers and the Soil Conservation Service work- 
ing with the U.S. Forest Service have undertaken reforestation and 
erosion control work in certain parts of the Corps of Engineers land. 
However, the acreage that has been reforested is small and no new 
work of this kind has been initiated in several years. t ¥E 

We recognize in Mississippi that the primary function of the Army 
Engineers in their reservoir areas is to provide efficient flood protec- 
tion for the millions of acres of fertile land below the reservoirs. | 

Nothing is proposed that would in any way jeopardize this im- 
portant mission. The fact is, however, that the land in these reser- 


voir areas is primarily suited for the growth of timber. With re- | 
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forestation and proper management this land could yield a sustained 
dividend to the Government of the United States. In addition to the 
timber harvested from these areas it could provide valuable raw ma- 
terials for industries. It is conservatively estimated that a substantial 
income could be obtained in a relatively short time from these lands 
if they were properly managed. 

From these facts it is indicated that we need the Corps of Engi- 
neers land in the best possible condition, as an example to private 
owners in this watershed, with the added value of direct return to the 
Government and communities from the sale of forest products from 
this area. 

Gentlemen, we believe that the situation is comparable on many 
of the other watersheds that are classified as forest lands and under 
the control of the Corps of Engineers. We cite here simply the situa- 
tion in Mississippi and recommend to you the favorable considera- 


tion of this bill. 


I would also like to point out again that this program has partic- 
ular merit to this committee because of the fact we believe it will 
eventually pay its own way. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Smirn. Thank you, Mr. May. That is a very good summary 
of the purpose of the bill. 

You emphasized in your statement about the situation in Mississippi. 
The need for improvement, though, is not confined to Mississippi by 
any means. 

Mr. May. No, Mr. Chairman. In my opinion the other reservoir 
areas—I am thoroughly familiar with the situation in Mississippi; 
however, my information is only hearsay and observation with re- 
spect to one or two reservoirs in other States. 

Mr. Smiru. I wanted to ask you to testify in respect to the bill pri- 
marily because [ wanted somebody who had a special interest in it 
to speak with regard to the local conditions within one individual 
State. 

Are there any questions, Mr. Clark? 

Mr, Ciark. No questions. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Mack? 

Mr. Mack. Mr. May, I notice from the list of acreages that would 
come under this bill, 81,800 acres in Mississippi would be made suit- 
able for the planting and growing of trees. Is that correct? 

Mr. May. Approximately that amount. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. How long does it take to produce a sawlog in Missis- 
sippi ? 

Ne May. We estimate now it will be approximately 20 years for 
an economic return on this particular site in the reservoir area. I 


understand it will vary from acre to acre. 


Mr. Mack. You mean that after 20 years of growth a tree is suit- 
able for the making of lumber ? 
Mr. May. Yes, sir. In our area it is. I would recommend a little 


longer. Twenty-seven, we figure to be the longest we can afford. 


Twenty-seven years we figure to be the longest we can afford, with 
taxes, and other expenses, to grow it. 
Mr. Mack. You grow timber a great deal faster than we do in the 


h re- | West. We figure 60 years for sawlogs. 
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Mr. May. Yes, sir. We believe we have a little bit of a margi 
on you through our ability to grow timber more rapidly in the South, 

Mr. Mack. Your timber there is now mostly third growth; is it not? 

Mr. May. Second growth. 

Mr. Mack. Third? 

Mr. May. In some cases it is more than that. 

Mr. Smiru. We do not grow them quite as tall, though. 

Mr. Scuwence.. What type of lumber is this? 

Mr. May. The large utilization as referred to in the reservoir area 
will probably be pulpwood, and only a small percentage of saw] 
in the area. It appears that our economic development is going that 
way as far as timber is concerned. 


Mr. Sairu. In relation to that type of area which might be made | 


available from the proper management of these reservoir areas, since 
there is growth already in these areas, it would not necessarily take 


20 years before selective types of cuttings could be made in the area, | 


Is that right, Mr. May? 

Mr. May. The assumption that it would take 20 years is when you 
start from the planting on bare land. In other words, if you have 
a start of 5 or 6 or 7 years, you can deduct that much from your 
time until the economic return is realized. 

Mr. Smiru. Do you have any further questions ? 

Mr. Scuwenee.. Yes, I have, Mr. Chairman. 

First I want to say I appreciate the statement made by the gentle- 
man with respect to this hearing. It is a very important problem and 
it is a problem in many areas of the United States which needs the 
special attention of this committee. 

I am wondering if there are any studies available in your State 
which would indicate the number of acres that would be available and 
recommended for this type of thing. Does it involve hydroelectric 
power development, as you indicated, which are under the jurisdiction 
of the Army? 

Mr. May. Is that in the case of Corps of Engineers land, sir? 

Mr. ScHWENGEL. Yes. 

Mr. May. We have completed a rather comprehensive survey of the 
forest situation on the Corps of Engineers land as applied to these 
four reservoirs, which is probably accurate within a few percent 
of just the type of development needed. It was conducted at the re- 

uest of your chairman by the Soil Conservation Service, the Forest 
rvice, and other agencies joining with them. We have a complete 
study of the situation on those reservoirs. 

Mr. ScHweEncEL. It surely must be more than 81,000 acres. 

Mr. Smirn. If I may interrupt, Mr. Schwengel. This bill will ap- 
ply only to reservoir lands presently owned by the Corps of Engi- 
neers for their management. A total of 81,000 acres in Mississippi. 
There is a reference to hydroelectric power in the bill. That means 
any of the lands owned by the Corps of Engineers for any of these 
purposes for which it owns any part of this country. It happens they 


do not. own any hydroelectric projects in this part. This will not start | 


anything, but just on presently owned lands that they will institute 
the timber management practices on. 

Mr. Scuwencet. I understand that limitation of the bill, but my 
question is on the overall program are there any studies to show how 
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much land in Mississippi would be better used for forestcy develop- 
ment than for anything else ? 

Mr. May. There is approximately, as we know it, in good, sound 
economic practices now, out of this total area, I believe about 56,000 
acres that they came up with that needs treatment. I think when we 
know a little bit more about the water-edge lands, there is perhaps a 

tential there, but they do not go beyond 56,000 acres now needing 
immediate attention. 

Mr. Scuwencet. In the entire four States? 

Mr. May. In the whole reservoir. 

Mr. Scuwence.. My question is, in the whole State. It seems to 
me that this is a national problem and if we are in this watershed 

gram I think we ought to step it up. My question is, are there 
any other areas in the State of Mississippi that are more adaptable 
to this type of conservation than others ? 

Mr. May. No, sir. This is one of our serious drawbacks in this 
area. We can reach most of the other lands simply by education of 
the private owners, which in an indirect way we hope to do with this 
bill. Through cooperation with the industrial ownership, the other 
watersheds are largely in private ownership at this time and are 
making good progress in their problem. 

Mr. Scuwencer. You do not have any idea of the cost per acre of 
the Erenenent of lumber in the area if you had to start from 
scratch 

Mr. May. Roughly, $15 to $20 an acre, I believe, is estimated on the 
Corps of Engineers land. I have an exact breakdown on that in 
my file. 

Mr. ScuweEnceL. That is for the whole area ? 

Mr. May. For the whole area. 

Mr. Scuwencer. How much per acre? 

Mr. May. $15 to $20, 

Mr. ScuweEncev. Per year? 

Mr. May. No. That 1s the initial cost to do the job and then there 
are certain carrying costs such as fire protection, which amounts to 
about 15 cents an acre for fire protection, and 50 cents an acre for 
management, and that sort of thing. 

Mr. Scuwencev. Per year? 

Mr. May. Yes. And the $15 to $20 is an initial fixed investment. 

Mr. ScHweENcEL. $15 to $20 a year would mean at most then it 
would cost $35 to $40. 

Mr. May. About that. 

Mr. Scuwencext. And what would be the value of the lumber at the 
end of that time when you start using it? Approximately ? 

Mr. May. We estimate this land will produce about 300 board feet 
per acre per year for the entire area. Of course, it is an average figure. 
And for the corps area when it comes in production with the 50,000 
acres, around a half a million dollars a year. 

Mr. Scuwencet. For the entire area 
_ Mr. May. Of course, that is a very general estimate, but it fits 
in with our industrial estimates on private lands that are being man- 
aged, with the cost figures given. 
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Mr. Scuwencer. That will probably be well over a thousand dol- 
lars an acre, with a $40 an acre investment. Am I calculating cor. 
rectly? Is that about right?’ About a thousand dollars an “acre! 

Mr. May. I am afraid I have misstated it some place if vou arrive 
at that high a value. 

Mr. Scuwencen. You said a half a million dollars on 56,000 acres, 
or did you mean 81,000 acres ¢ 

Mr. May. I was thinking in terms of 56,000 acres that would have 
an earning power of about. $10 per acre per year, and Mr. Pomeroy 
can give you some information on the quality of material we produce, 

Mr. Scuwencen. Yes. T hank you. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. McFall. 

Mr. No questions. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. What present program do you have of this nature in 
the Corps of Engineers ¢ 

Mr. May. What program do they have at this time 

Mr. Cramer. That is all right. You do not need to answer that 
question. I understand we will have other witnesses here testifying 
on that. 

Mr. Surrn. I think the fact that they do not have a primary in- 
terest in this is because they do not have any program. 

Thank you very much, Mr. May. 

The next witness we have is Mr. Kenneth Pomeroy, chief forester 
of the American Forestry Association. 

Weare glad to have you here, Mr. Pomeroy. 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH B. POMEROY, CHIEF FORESTER, THE 
AMERICAN FORESTRY ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Pomeroy. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am Kenneth Pom- 
eroy, the chief forester of the American Forestry Association. This 
is a citizens’ association, a nonprofit education organization. It is 
also the oldest forestry association in America, having been organized 
in 1875. From time to time this association has held national forest 
congresses to consider the problems of the day. The first such con- 
gress was held in 1882 in Cincinnati, and as a direct outgrowth from 
that congress we had the formation of many State forestry associa- 
tions and State forestry departments, and eventually the creation of 
a Federal reserve. 

A more recent congress was held in Washington in 1953, and from 
that congress there were several resolutions that developed that per- 
tained directly to the bill you people have before you. 

I am going to give the clerk a copy of our program for American 
forestry, so that he may refer to it if he wishes. I would like to call 
his attention to the three important goals for forestry in America: 

(1) ‘To meet the essentials of forest protection ; 

(2) To improve the national timber crop in volume and quality 
to a degree sufficient to wipe out all deficits and build up a 
reserve ; 

(3) And this is where this bill begins to come in—to obtain 
the maximum of economic and social services from our forests by 
realistic application of the principle of multiple use in their 
"management. 
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This should include all forest services, and managemen., which 
must. give great weight to national requirements and the conservation, 

of w ater and control. of erosion. 

Turning over to page 5, where this part is developed in more detail, 
it says: 

In furnishing the greatest good for the greatest number in the long run, forest 
areas provide many services and products in addition to timber. Conflicts arise 
and the highest use must be considered paramount in any given area. Under: 
the principle of multiple use, the wise administrator will establish the required 
priorities and plans to enable the area under his control to contribute the max- 
imum in products and services. 

The couservation of water has become a problem of nationwide importance 
and concern. Great sums are being expended yearly to protect watershed areas 
or to prevent soil erosion and sediment damage by uncontrolled runoff of water. 
The acuteness of the situation is emphasized by the increasing numbers of areas 


seriously threatened by shortages of water for domestic, industrial, agricultural, 
or recreational uses. 

We recommend recognition of water conservation as of paramount import- 
ance in the management of many public forest and range lands. Public agen- 
cies should provide for : 

1. Management of timber and grazing resources to improve the quantity, 
quality and regularity of water flow needed for domestic, agricultural, in- 
dustrial and recreational use, and to prevent and eliminate water pollution. 

Coordination of planning and application of watershed management and 
St prevention measures on upstream forest, agricultural, and range lands 
with the construction of downstream flood control and water power develop- 
ment projects. 


3. In Federal dam and water reservoir projects, consideration of their 
impact on public and other lands, and provision for replacement to the 
extent practical of impaired facilities and services. 

Our association appreciates the fact that the Corps of Engineers 
have a primary objective in flood control, and we hope, of course, they 
will meet that primary objective, but when that has been done we 
hope that they will also as their secondary objective use and manage 
their forest. lands so that they may be of benefit to all others. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Surrn. Thank you, Mr. Pomeroy. 

Are there any questions on my right 4 

(No response.) 

Mr. Smirn. On my left? 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Pomeroy, is your association the association of 
which George Drake, of the State of Washington, was president ? 

Mr. Pomeroy. No. Mr. Drake was president of the Professional 
Society of American Foresters, but he is also a director of our associa- 
tion. 

Mr. Mack. He isa very able man. 

Mr. Pomeroy. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Mack. And a very able forester. 

Mr. Pomeroy. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Mack. The total amount of land that would be involved, as 
shown in the table supplied to us, is about 750,000 acres. Mr. May 
testified that the placing of this land under this program would add 
about $10 an acre in growing timber values to the land. Is that about 
an average for the country / 

Mr. Pomeroy. I have not considered the economics of this proposal, 
but it sounds about right. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, if it were to add $10 an acre to the 
value, a. the total benefits of the program would be about $7 mil- 
lion a year ? 
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Mr. Pomeroy. Something like that. I am not qualified to state. 

Mr. Mack. Would this program be administered under this bill 
by the U.S. Army Engineers rather than the Forest Service? 

Mr. Pomeroy. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Mack. Do you know if there is any provision in law where the 
Army Engineers, if they managed this land, would return any per- 
centage of revenues derived over to the counties in which the land is 
situated ¢ 

Mr. Pomeroy. I could not say, but it sounds like a good idea. 

Mr. Mack. I know that in forest land where timber is taken off the 
land, the counties receive 25 percent of the total sales price for use in 
those counties for school- and road-building purposes. 

Mr. Pomeroy. Our association feels that is desirable, that is, that 
the counties should receive a portion of the income. 

Mr. Mack. You say you have no objection from your viewpoint to 
that amendment in any such legislation ¢ 

Mr. Pomeroy. No, I do not. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Schwengel. 

Mr. Scuwence. I would like to direct the question to you that I 
directed to the previous witness. I am getting your viewpoint on the 
Laney rel from a national point of view sora of the position which 
you hold. 

Has your association or anybody made any studies to indicate how 
much land in America is more adaptable to this type of conservation 
than to any other? 

Mr. Pomeroy. We are now conducting a series of forest land water- 
shed studies. We have completed one such study in the State of Cali- 
fornia and published a report. A second study has just reached the 
final stages in Minnesota, and I am about to begin a third study in 
North Carolina. We have not made such a study in the deep South. 

Mr. ScuweEnce.. Do you think there would be any virtue in having 
a national study directed from Washington possibly with the encour- 
agement and help of the Government in this regard ? 

Mr. Pomeroy. When the Forest Congress met in Washington here 
in 1953, one of the things listed in the program was the recommenda- 
tion: 

(1) Early action be taken by the Congress to establish a joint congressional 
committee, consisting of members of the Senate and House Committees on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs, the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 


and the House Committee on Agriculture, whose objectives would be: 
“(a) To consider a desirable pattern for ownership of Federal, State, and 


private forest, range and other conservation lands; 

“(b) To formulate policies to guide action of public agencies toward 
achieving this pattern ; 

“(c) To recommend to the Congress legislation needed to enable the Fed- 
eral agencies to implement these policies. 


We have not gone forward with this sectional program. The sec- 
ond section was the recommendation that each State should make a 
study, and we have been trying to help them to make those State 
studies first, so that we could see what sort of an overall objective there 
should be. 

Mr. Scuwencet. I note you do.not have a member of this commit- 
tee who must necessarily, especially in this area of watersheds, con- 
sider this proposition in that recommendation. Do you have any op- 
position to that ? 


Om 
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Mr. Pomeroy. I think it is a serious oversight. 

Mr. Scuwencev. Do you havea bill prepared ? 

Mr. Pomeroy. No, we do not. 

Mr. Scuwencev. Could you prepare one ? 

Mr. Pomeroy. Not yet. Not until we finished our third State study. 

Mr. Scuwencev. You do not think you ought to do this yet ? 

Mr. Pomeroy. You see, the basis of this landownership study is that 
our association offered to make one in a region where there was a high 
Federal ownership which automatically came in the West. It was 
financed by a grant from a private foundation in the State of Calli- 
fornia. Then we offered to make a second study in an area where 
there was large county or State ownership. Minnesota was chosen, 
where 39 percent of the land was in State and county ownership, and 
the Federal Government owns another 17 percent. That was also 
financed by private contributions. 

Now we are beginning a third study in North Carolina, where only 
8 percent of the land area is in public ownership of any kind. Most 
of the land in North Carolina 1s held by some 226,000 small land- 
owners. 

Mr. Scuwencet. Are the States generally cooperating in this pro- 
gram to conduct the study ? 

Mr. Pomeroy. We have had a great deal of cooperation, very fine 
cooperation, in the States in which the studies have been made. 

Mr. Scuwencer. Do you know anything about how this study is 
progressing in Lowa 

Mr. Pomeroy. No,I donot. Iam not familiar with that. 

Mr. Scuwence. Is there any way to get some information on this? 

Mr. Pomeroy. I was not aware that such a study was being made 
in Iowa, but I will try to find out. 

Mr. Scuwencet. I was not aware until recently that there were 
needs for these developments in Iowa either, but they are. There 
happen to be many, many thousands of acres that are very desirable 
for the development in my district, and I am interested in having some 
forestry information on the State of Iowa. So I would be very 
anxious to see that. report. 

Mr. Pomeroy. Thank you, sir. I will see you get copies of the ones 
that are available here, Mr. Schwengel. 

Mr. Scuwencer. Yes. Thank you. 

Mr. Smiru. Thank you very much, Mr. Pomeroy. 

The next witness will be introduced by Mr. A. Z. Nelson, of the 
National Lumber Manufacturers Association. Mr. Nelson. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH HODGES, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF FOR- 
ESTRY; ACCOMPANIED BY A. Z. NELSON, DIRECTOR OF THE 
INDUSTRY-GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS DIVISION, NATIONAL LUM- 
BER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Netson. Mr, Chairman, my name is A. Z. Nelson. I am di- 
rector of the industry-Government affairs division of the National 
Lumber Manufacturers Association here in Washington. We very 
much appreciate the opportunity that you have afforded us to appear 
and testify on this bill. I regret to say that we do not have a pre- 
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pared statement to distribute to the committee. However, we have 
quite a bit to say, nevertheless. 

Now I would like to introduce Mr. Ralph Hodges, who is the direc- 
tor of our division of forestry of the National Lumber Manufacturers 
Association. He will read a statement which he has prepared in be- 
half of the association, and then with your permission, Mr. Chairman, 
I would like to supplement his remarks. : 

Mr. Suiru. Thank you, Mr. Nelson. You may proceed, Mr, 
Hodges. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Honers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Ralph D. Hodges, Jr. I am the director of the forestry 
division of the National Lumber Manufacturers Association, a fed- 
eration of 16 regional species and product associations representing 
the lumber manufacturing industry in all parts of the United States, 

Mr. Chairman, we are in agreement with the objective of the bill; 
to improve resource management on land around water projects un- 
der the jurisdiction of the Corps of Engineers. We have a minor 
amendment to suggest which Mr. Nelson will discuss later. 

You know, of course that our industry is vitally concerned with the 
management of all the Nation’s forest lands, whether publicly or pri- 
vately owned. 

Our industry has been concerned about the increasing trend of losses 
of well managed timberlands to such nontimber uses as reservoirs, 
rights-of-way for highways, powerlines, pipelines, defense establish- 
ments, and conservation projects. 

Our first objective has been to keep the taking of timberlands to a 
minimum for the purpose. We believe that when projects are pro- 
posed that justification plans should take into account losses in timber 
production, losses in jobs, and losses to owners of manufacturing facil- 
ities made excess by their loss of raw material base. 

In some cases more lands are acquired than needed for the project. 
We believe that when excess lands have been acquired they should be 
sold back to private ownership and continue in production and on the 
tax rolls. We see cases where excess lands are turned over to the U.S. 
Forest Service or other Government agencies instead of being sold. 
Where timberlands are to be flooded periodically, private forest man- 
agement does not necessarily have to be eliminated. 

The most serious problem of forest landowners losing lands to the 
Corps of Engineers 1s that the Federal Government does not pay ade- 
quate compensation. The Government will not pay for the losses 
caused where the owner cannot replace the raw material base needed 
to amortize mill facilities. We urge your support of the several bills 
now in Congress that would allow a study of this problem. These are 
H.R. 1066, by Representative Teller, and S. 2802, by Senator Spark- 
man. The two bills are similar. 

In order to get consideration of the problem of adequate compensa- 
tion the forest industries have suggested that the Government give 
the owner the option of taking other Federal land in exchange for his 
lands rather than the money offered. This proposal would keep Fed- 
eral land acquisition to a minimum and would bring the problem of 
adequate compensation into sharper focus. 
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When this proposal was last made to the Congress, the Federal 
agencies involved objected on the grounds that the idea was not in 
the public interest and that it would violate tradition. The basic 
issue, however, is that in too many cases present regulations do not 
allow the corps to pay adequate compensation for lands taken. 
Exchange is only one solution that would not fit all cases. We sin- 
cerely hope this committee will look into this serious problem. _ 

The Defense Department owns 29,821,304 acres of land, according 
to recent figures of the General Services Administration. Landown- 
ership for each service is reported as follows: 


Acres 


We do not know the figures on timber acreage, species, volume, 
value and growth for these lands. Since the Army owns about 1 
million acres of commercial forest land out of its total of almost 8 
million acres, we know the total land is considerable. We believe each 


grvice should have accurate and up-to-date resource inventories and 


forest management plans so the lands can be managed for full produc- 
tion of forest products insofar as it is economic and will not interfere 
with defense acitivities. We understand that some Defense Depart- 
ment lands have good inventories and plans and are under a high level 
of forest management. Apparently the degree of management 
depends upon the local military commander’s interest in resource 
mahagement and, to a certain extent, on the interest of the local Con- 
gressman or Senator. We believe Congress should have forest man- 
agement a higher priority job in the Defense Department. 

This bill would correct the situation for Corps of Engineers lands 
only and we do not know the percentage of the forest land in the 
Defense Department that would be affected. 

Probably much of the land administered by the Corps of Engineers 
is permanently flooded or is overflow land or is in narrow strips 
around reservoirs. Some of these lands are suitable for intensive 
recreation such as campgrounds or boat launching sites. Some of 
these lands produce valuable timber crops. ‘Timber management is 
compatible with recreation and under skilled forest managers even 
the heaviest used forest recreational areas can produce timber crops 
oa profitable basis. Much of the land around water projects is 
remote, steep and not usable for recreation. We urge that all these 
lands be managed for timber production, at least insofar as it is profit- 
able to do so. 

We have seen cases where timberland was acquired by the Corps of 
Engineers which previously had been the source of raw material for 
local industry. After acquisition timber management on these lands 
stopped. We believe there should be a forest management plan pre- 
ge by the Corps of Engineers before acquisition that will provide 
or the full yield of products from the ach in the future insofar as 


practical. T hese plans should be published so that communities, plant 
facilities and jobs dependent upon the forest can be adjusted and con- 
tinue with a minimum of disturbance. 
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We request that this committee report favorably on this measure. 
However, we hope the committee report will include the following 
recommendations as an expression of viewpoint for future guidance 
of the Congress and the Defense Department : 

1. Federal acquisition of private forest lands should be kept to a 
minimum. 

2. Excess forest lands should be returned to private ownership and 
not transferred to other Government agencies for control or manage- 
ment. 

3. There should be a study of the adequacy of compensation paid 
for forest lands acquired by the Federal Government. 

4, All Defense Department lands should be inventoried for resource 
management so that a full yield of products can be secured under pub- 
lished management plans. 

Mr. Smiru. Thank you, Mr. Hodges. 

I will let Mr. Nelson complete his statement before we have any 
questions. 

Mr. Netson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

If it is agreeable to you and the committee, I can now present to you 
the minor amendment proposed to this bill. We have in mind that a 
slight change in language at the very end of the bill on page 2 be 
made, in the last sentence, lines 10, 11, and 12. A slight change in 
language in our opinion would improve the purpose and intent of that 
particular provision. I would like to read it as it is and then read it 
as we propose that it be changed: 

Programs and policies developed pursuant to the preceding sentence shall be 


coordinated with the Secretary of Agriculture, and with appropriate State con- 
servation agencies. 


Our proposal would read as follows: 


Programs and policies developed pursuant to the preceding sentence shall be 
coordinated with the Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior, with appropriate 
State conservation agencies, and to the extent possible, with local public and 
private ownership. 

That is the proposal then that we have in mind. The purpose is 
com's obvious. There are occasions when the Department of the 

nterior would have an interest in areas surrounding or adjacent to 
reservoirs of the Corps of Engineers. Hence the suggestion that the 
Interior Department be included. 

Secondly, adjacent landowners, counties, municipalities, and private 
tree farmers, might well have adjacent land, and we feel that in such 
circumstances there would be good reason for the Corps of Engineers 
attempting to coordinate their plans with such adjacent landowners 
whenever possible. 

Mr. Smirn. Thank you, Mr. Nelson. 

Mr. Netson. I would like, if I may, to have a little more time, Mr. 
Chairman. I do not want to take too much time, but I do have one or 
two more points to make. 

Mr. Smrrn. If you have any points relative to this bill we would be 
glad to have them. We are interested in any points relative to general 
forest policy, but we are not able to do very much about it on this sub- 
committee. 

Mr. Netson. Yes. I do have something very specific related to this 
bill which Mr. Hodges has mentioned. It is not in the form of an 
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amendment, but it might well take the form of a statement in your 
committee report on the bill. You may recall Mr. Hodges referred 
to the need for inventories. We have very little information avail- 
able with regard to the extent of lands, the acreage of lands, within 
these reservoir areas at the present time, and particularly as related 
to the extent of the timber land acreage. Therefore, we propose that 
it would be desirable for this committee to request of the Corps of En- 
gineers information relating to the following specific points: 

(a) The name and location of each flood control or multipurpose 
dam or reservoir that has been constructed, that is under construction, 
or that has been authorized. 

(6) For each such dam and reservoir the total acreage of land em- 
bracing the project area which is under the jurisdiction of the Corps 
of Engnieers, acquired, to be acquired or proposed for acquisition. 

(c) For each such dam or reservoir the acreage of land inundated, 
or that will be inundated when the reservoir is full. 

(d) For each dam and reservoir the total acreage of fringe lands, 
that is, the difference between the acreage in (b) and (c). 

(¢) For each dam and reservoir the acreage of land as part of (¢) 
an (d) classified as forest land. 

Finally, as (f), with regard to forest lands, for each dam listed in 
(e), the policies, plans or programs of the Corps of Engineers cover- 
ing commercial timber management and timber harvesting operations, 
and the lease or disposal of forest lands to private operators for these 

urposes. 
' We submit, Mr. Chairman, that if this information were requested 
and supplied by the Corps of Engineers, it would provide a much 
better basis for understanding the problem we have before us today. 
We know it is a problem of considerable magnitude and I do believe 
that such information is available and could be supplied by the Corps 
of Engineers, and it would be very useful and helpful to the com- 
mittee as well as everyone concerned. 

Mr. Smirn. Thank you, Mr. Nelson. 

I will tell you for your information that General Cassidy, the 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works, who is going to be 
our next witness before the committee, has already supplied the 
subcommittee with a list of all the reservoir lands that would be 
covered by this bill if it were put into effect. That has been shown 
tothe members of the committee up here this morning and it will be 
made a part of the record of the hearing. 

As to the information about authorized lands in authorized projects, 
that would be such a nebulous area that knowledge of such a situa- 
tion would represent a considerable impracticality in presenting 
such a list. However, I am sure General Cassidy might be able to 


— touch on that further if the members of the committee have any sug- 


gestions or questions about it. 
oo ~ members have any questions from Mr. Hodges or Mr. 
elson 
Mr. Crarx. I have none. 
Mr. Surry. Mr. McFall. 
Mr. McFaux. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Hodges to 
oy sao part of his remarks about some of the areas where the Corps 
of Engineers have taken over a forest area, and the forest conserva- 
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tion practices have stopped. Do you remember that part of your 
testimony, Mr. Hodges ? 

Mr. Hopgrs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McFauu. Will you amplify your testimony in that regard? 
Where were these cases, and to what extent / 

Mr. Hopers. Yes, sir. Mr. Nelson will speak to that point. 

Mr. Netson. To illustrate the point that Mr. Hodges was making, 
I can refer as examples to two specific areas that are personally known 
tome. They are areas in east Texas. I have had the opportunity of 
visiting both areas. As a consequence I have perhaps a little more 
firsthand knowledge of those projects than I would have of some of 
the others. 

The first one is a project called dam B on the Neches River in east 
Texas. The information I have on that project is rather detailed, 
and I will not go into the details concerning it, except to say that it 
involves, according to the information I have before me, approxi- 
mately 23,000 acres of land. That dam was completed some years 
back. A good part of the reservoir area has been cleared of timber. 
One of the larger timberland owners whose land was taken in part by 
this reservoir indicated that only about 20 percent of the timber in 
the area was salvaged insofar as the clearing was concerned. He 
has indicated that as of the time when I saw the project, which was in 
1957, that there were no specific plans then available for the manage- 
ment of the timber resources comprising the area above the pool level, 

He stated as follows in that connection, and I quote: 

No definite plans have been made by the Corps of Engineers for the manage- 
ment of this some 6,000 acres of land between the upper acquisition line and the 
pool stage. I have had this understanding directly from the Corps of Engineers 
employee who had charge of the acquisition and timber estimation. 

Mr. McFatz. May I break in just a moment, Mr. Nelson / 

According to the figures that General Cassidy has supplied us with 
reference to dam B, there are 21,751 acres in the total fee—8,051 acres 
above the normal pool and 6,750 acres suitable for timber production 
at that particular site. 

To your knowledge, of this 6,750 acres there is no present. pro- 
gram for development of the forest area. Is that correct? 

Mr. Nexson. I would not be able to say “Yes” to that question with- 
out qualification. When I saw the area in 1957, there was not any 
such plan or program. I would be unable to say at this time whether 
there is onenow. The Corps of Engineers could answer that question. 

Mr. McFatu. Prior to the purchase of this land for the reservoir 
purposes, was there an active forest practice program going on in 
this area ? 

Mr. Nexson. With regard to at least a major part of such timber 
lands as were acquired, there was an active timber management pro- 
gram operated by private industry; yes, sir. 

Mr. McFauu. Thank you. 

Mr. Smrru. Go ahead, Mr. Nelson. 

Mr. Netson. The second example, and I will try to be brief, re- 
lates to the McGee Bend Dam on the Angelina River in east Texas. 
That dam is presently under construction. It would, when completed, 
as I understand it, directly inundate 129,000 acres of land, of which 
122,000 acres is classified as timberland. Of that 122,000 acres, the 
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greater part of it, close to 100,000 acres, is presently owned by the 
farmers, large and small. Various companies, like the Southland 
Paper Mills, and the Angelina Lumber Co., the Southern Pine & 
Lumber Co., the Kirby Lumber Corp., International Paper, and I 
think one or two others, own the bulk of these timberlands. They have 
teen under management now for quite a number of years. 

In addition to that, the Forest Service of the Department of Agri- 
culture owns in the neighborhood of 28,000 or 30,000 acres also under 
good management. ‘Those lands I mentioned would all be inundated 
when the dam is completed. Above the pool level, it is my under- 
sanding—and here again it is very difficult to get very accurate 
information because it seems to vary from time to time when you do 
request such information—but it is my understanding that there 
would be some 40,000 additional acres in addition to these 129,000 
which would be presumably either acquired directly, or would be 


' jeased with respect to certain property rights. 


Now, insofar as I know there has been no timber management plan 
prepared for the timberlands in McGee Bend Dam Reservoir above 
the pool level. My information is not completely up to date on that 
sore. There may have been some detailed management plans de- 
veloped that I do not know of. But insofar as a year or two ago 
is concerned, when we went into this particular project there had 
been. Then no timber management plans developed for that area. 

Mr. Suiru. Any further questions? 

Mr. McFaux. No further questions. Thank you, Mr. Nelson and 
Mr. Hodges. 

Mr. Smrru. Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. No questions. 

Mr. Suiru. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Nelson, you proposed an amendment at the end of 
the bill which provides wherever possible the engineers shall consult 
with local and public and private interests and the owners of adjacent 
timber. In the State of Washington I noticed that there are only 
2,000 acres involved in seven different projects, 2,000 acres that can be 
devoted to raising timber. 

May I ask whether under your proposed amendment it would be 
necessary to hold public hearings, or at least consult with all the dif- 
ferent groups, local interests and State interests that might own 
timber, even the tree farmers? Wouldn't the cost of such investiga- 
tions and hearings be far in excess of the benefits in these areas, par- 
tinlarly where only small bodies of timber are involved ? 

Mr. Netson. My interpretation of the amendment we are suggest- 
ing would not necessarily require the diligent search for facts with 
public hearings and matters of that kind that you have suggested, 
Mr. Mack. We say, “and to the extent possible with local, public and 
private ownership.” That is coordination to the extent possible. Such 
coordination is particularly essential in the South, where you probably 
have a little different situation than you have in your own State of 
Washington. 

Mr. Macx. In the southern areas planted to forestry these are 
much larger than in the Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. Nexson. I think the location of the dams likewise would have 
some effect. This is not a mandatory provision. It says to the extent 
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possible such coordination should take place. Obviously, in some cir- 
cumstances where, as I mentioned in east Texas at the McGee Bend 
Dam on the Angelina River, you have that tremendous area of land 
being taken over by the Government for this dam, which was owned 
largely by private companies. These companies own much of the land 
surrounding this reservoir on all sides and in among the tributaries, 
Obviously, the lands that would be taken over which would not be 
inundated but which would be under Government ownership and man- 
agement should be coordinated in the management process with the 
— and other public lands adjacent to it. In this way there would 

proper fire protection, and proper timber management operations 


coordinated one with the other. Therefore it would seem that our | 


proposal should be of merit both to the Government and to the adja- 
cent owners. 

Mr. Mack. In situations such as exist in the State of Washington, 
where there are seven reservoirs and only about 250 acres in each 
reservoir that would be devoted to the growth of timber, you would 
regard the situation as impracticable for the operation of this partic- 
ular amendment? 

Mr. Nexson. Yes. Of course. I think those are largely in farm 
areas. 

Mr. Mack. I asked the previous witness if he believed that one- 
quarter of the value of the timber sold from such reservoirs as are 
created here under this bill, from such timber-growing areas as are 
covered in this bill—if 25 percent of that should not go to the counties 
for school- and road-building purposes. Would you see any objec- 
tion to such an amendment? 

Mr. Netson. That is a question we have not considered in connec- 
tion with this particular legislation, but, Mr. Mack, we do feel as a 
basic matter of policy that where the Government owns property and 
the property produces revenue, and particularly if that property is 
taken off the tax rolls, there should tie a payment made to the local 
government in lieu of taxes. 

Mr. Mack. On all forestry timber when sold, 25 percent does go to 
the counties for highways and schools. 

Mr. Netson. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwrtn. No questions. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Schwengel. 

Mr. Scuwencet. No questions. 

Mr. Smirn. Thank you, Mr. Nelson and Mr. Hodges. 

Before we proceed further, I would like to ask the committee for 
permission to insert in the record some communications we have re- 
ceived regarding the bill, and without objection they will be made 
a part of the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 

ALEXANDRIA, La., February 22, 1960. 
Hon. FRANK E. SMITH, 
Chairman, Watershed Subcommittee, House Committee on Public Works, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Louisiana Forestry Association heartily endorses H.R. 9377. We view this 
bill as answering minimum needs. This is the least Federal Government can 
do under conditions existing as result of confiscation of private timberland to 
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ereate a public facility. Furthermore, we plead that no further forest land be 
taken from private landowners for construction of reserviors giving landowner 
the option of exchange of land for land or land for dollars. Timber industry 
is our biggest employer in the South. We need this raw material and we need 
your help to assure a continuing supply. 
C. H. Lew1s, Jr., 
The Louisiana Forestry Association. 


Forestry INc., 
Jackson, Miss., February 19, 1960. 
Hon. FRANK SMITH, 
Member of Congress, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN SMITH: This statement is made in support of your bill 
No. 9377, scheduled for hearing before the Public Works Subcommittee on 
February 23 this year. 

As State forester of Mississippi from 1952 to 1956, it was my privilege to 
work very closely with the representatives of the U.S. Corps of Engineers in 
Mississippi in connection with lands surrounding the flood prevention lakes. 
At that time there was evidenced a desire for better forest management prac- 
tices on these lands. It is strongly felt that your legislation will provide both 
the incentive and the means whereby the Corps of Engineers can adequately 
perform a satisfactory degree of forest management on these lands and thereby 
increase the income to the Government and to the State of Mississippi and to 
the other Southern States from such management. 

Nationwide, land held by the Corps of Engineers under the similar situations 
amounts to many thousands of acres. This land should be under the best 
possible forest management and should be producing income for the U.S. Gov- 
ernment and for the State governments and for individuals who may be work- 
ing in the growing and harvesting of timber products therefrom. 

It is thoroughly practical to conduct this forest management in such a way 
that it will not detract from the flood prevention function originally held in 
mind by the Corps of Engineers. In other words the land can be managed on 
a multiple-use concept that will carry the flood prevention functions, the game 
management function, the forestry function, the recreational function, all be 
coming so vitally necessary in today’s expanding population and economy. 

Yours very truly, 
JAMES W. CRAIG, 
President and General Manager. 


Mr. Smirn. Before General Cassidy becomes available for ques- 
tions, I would like to make available, as a part of the record, a letter 
to me, and this table which he submitted, of the lands owned and 
managed by the Corps of Engineers, which would be subject to this 
proposed bill. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 

Fesruary 19, 1960. 
Hon. FRANK E. 
House of Representatives. 


Deak Mr. SmirH: Further reference is made to your request by telephone on 
February 4, 1960, concerning federally owned acreage at operating Corps of 
Engineers’ reservoirs and lock and dam projects which is above the normal pools 
and would be suitable for timber production. Preliminary information on lands 
owned in fee obtained from records available in this office was delivered to you 
om February 5, 1960. 

Additional information by State and project is attached which shows acreage 
owned in fee, above the normal pool, and that suitable for timber production. 
At the time the preliminary information was delivered, it was explained that it 
was subject to change based upon information to be received from field offices. 
The attached information involves a number of minor changes which are reflected 
in the total of federally owned land. A résumé of the inclosed information 
shows total acreages as follows: fee 3,959,385; above-normal pools 2,057,860; 
and part of land above-normal pool suitable for timber production 745,564. 
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In stating that these lands are suitable for timber production it should pe | 


understood that while these lands are capable of productive forest cover they | lie 
may not in all cases be susceptible of sustained yield timber management. and 
production, or properly to be considered as.commercial forest lands. The extent | mi 


to which these lands can be used for timber production can be ascertained only 
by careful consideration of the specific case. In most cases, however, they can bil 
be managed for protection and development of the forest cover. 
Some of the lands listed as suitable for timber production are not available 
for that use as they are presently obligated under leases, permits and other agree- ] 
ments for use of Federal land by others. the 
As you know reservoir areas have shown their greatest utility and value for ie! 
recreational use. Consequently, management for improvement and production “ 
of timber should be accomplished to the extent practicable and compatible with F 
other project uses. ( 
I understand hearings on H.R. 9377 are to start on February 23, 1960. In 


accordance with your request and that of the Public Works Committee, I shal] th 
be present to provide such information as you may desire. use 
Sincerely yours, ) 
WILLIAM F. CASSIDY, ( 
Major General, U.S. Army, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 
(Enclosure referred to in letter will be found in H. Rept. 1298, 86th “ 
Cong., 2d sess. ) 
Mr. Surru. Are there any questions by members of the committee A 
that they would like to propound to General Cassidy, of the Corpsof | ° 
Engineers? 

Mr. Cramer. I have a couple of questions. * 
Mr. Smiru. Would you come around, please, General aaa 
STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM F. CASSIDY, ASSISTANT CHIEF . 
OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS a 
Mr. Cramer. General, I would like to ask you. what your present 
policy is in the Corps of Engineers with regard to forestation prac- “ 
tices in the areas we are now discussing in this bill. } 
General Casstpy. We prepare a reservoir management plan for the } 

management of the reservoir areas for the project purposes. How- 
ever, that plan does not include the production of commercial timber. ie 
But there is a plan for the management of the reservoir area. Th 
Mr. Cramer. Why does it not seem fit to include that in the plan? ; 
Is it beyond your jurisdiction, in your opinion, or is it beyond the cs 
purposes of the Corps of Engineers, or what has been the reason? the 
General Cassipy. Generally we have managed the lands for recrea- ( 
tion, or have tried to outlease them to the people in the local area for \ 
commercial use as they see fit. They have always tried to get some- oa 


one else to manage them for recreation or to lease the lands. 


Mr. Cramer. Would this in any way interfere with the outleasing it 
program which you presently have in effect, that. is, this bill as pres- 1 
ently drafted ? 

General Cassiny. I would say it would apply to those lands pri- ) 
marily which we did not outlease. ( 

Mr. Cramer. That would be my interpretation. As T understand th 
your letter, you would not have any objection to this bill as such if _ \ 


Congress should determine as a matter of policy it believed that re- G 
forestation and forest management should properly as a matter of ‘ 
policy be within the jurisdiction and responsibility of the Corps of on 
Engineers in these specific areas. 
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General Casstpy. We have no objection to the bill. However, I be- 
lieve it should be modified by one proviso, that such development and 
management 

Mr. Cramer. Where would that proviso be? Have you a copy of the 
pill ? 

General Cassipy. Section 1, line 3, page 2: 

Provided that such development and management shall be accomplished to 
the extent practicable and compatible with other uses of the project. 

Mr. Cramer. Would you read that more slowly, please, General? 
“Provided that such development and management” should what? 

General Cassipy (reading) : 


** * shall be accomplished to the extent practicable and compatible with other 
uses of the project. 

Mr. Cramer. That would cover your outleasing, and so forth? 

General Cassipy. Yes, sir,it would. 

Mr. Cramer. Other accepted uses of this particular 740-some-odd 
acres we are talking about ¢ 

General Cassipy. That is correct, 

Mr, Cramer. What you estimate the cost of putting this policy into 
eflect would be 

General Cassipy. We have not had time yet, sir, to check into this 
and see what the cost would be. We just heard about it last week. 

Mr. Cramer. In your opinion would the cost be consistent with the 
actual Income that might result from it 4 

General Casstpy. Yes, sir. I believe it will because we have man- 
agement practices on those reservoirs at present, and this would be a 
small addition to what we are attempting to do right now. 

Mr. Cramer. In other words, it probably would not require sub- 
stantial personnel increases and other types of cost ¢ 

General Cassipy. No, sir; it should not, 

Mr. Cramer. What in your opinion should the income received 

Mr. Cramer. In your opinion would the cost be consistent with the 
questions of the gentleman from Washington / 

General Cassipy. I believe that the present law would cover this. 
Three-fourths of the money would go to the county and one-fourth 
would go to the Treasury. 

Mr. Cramer. In your opinion then the present law would cover 
that too 

General Cassipy. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. One-fourth to the county and three-fourths to the Fed- 
eral Government ¢ 

General Cassipy. Three-fourths to the county and one-fourth to the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Mack. Under the Army Engineers? 

General Casstpy. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. Under the Forest Service it is one-fourth to the county. 

General Casstpy. Under the Army Engineers it is three-fourths to 
the county. 

Mr. Cramer. Is that on all types of income, presently ? 

General Casstpy. Income from the use of the reservoir lands, is 
leasing of lands. And I would suggest a contract on harvesting tim- 
ber would be somewhat similar to a lease-type agreement, so that the 
present law would govern. 
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Mr. Cramer. So that the result of this would be three-fourths of are 


the income from this forestation program would go to the local com- | 


munities? 
General Cassipy. That is correct. 
Mr. Cramer. And one-quarter to the Federal Government ? 
General Cassipy. That is correct. 


Mr. Cramer. In your opinion, would the one-quarter going to the | 


Federal Government cover the additional cost of this program ? 


General Cassipy. I could not make a factual statement on that, sir, 
Mr. Cramer. What is your opinion with regard to the consultation _ 
with the Secretary of Agriculture? Do you see any jurisdiction that | 


the Department of the Interior might have in the matter? 

General Cassipy. In our management practices now we do consult 
with the Secretary of Agriculture or his agents in the field. We con- 
sult with Interior when they are concerned, or any of their agencies 
are concerned, and we consult with the local State agencies. We at- 
tempt to do all this in management practices at the present time. 

r. Cramer. Then with or without the amendment as proposed 
by Mr. Hodges, as a matter of present policy you do consult with all 
local interests involved. Is that correct? 

General Cassipy. Mr. Hodges brought up the consultation with pri- 
vate landowners. This is, I would say, at present something that is 
done only from time to time, and not as a requirement, because the 
ownerships are so varied and mixed. I am certain that a large land- 
owner adjacent to a piece of property we are operating would be con- 
sulted with respect to fire protection, or things of that sort, but that 
is not necessarily so at present. 

Mr. Cramer. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. General Cassidy, you said three-quarters of the revenues 
from the lands in these reservoirs go to the local government. By that 
do you mean the State or the county ? 

yeneral Cassipy. The county I believe it is. 

Mr. Mack. Is your money earmarked for any specific purpose as it 
is in the Forestry Service? 

General Cassipy. I believe it is earmarked for schools. I am not 
certain of that. 

Mr. Mack. There is a great deal of controversy as to whether it 
should or should not be earmarked, but I know the Forest Service 
does earmark their money for schools and road purposes. 

General Cassipy. I believe ours does. 

Mr. Mack. With regard to the last sentence on the first page of the 
bill, on the last line it refers to operation through sustained yield 
programs. Is it feasible to operate these forests in such limited areas 
under sustained yield plans? 


General Cassipy. Only in those areas where we have the use of | 


fairly large blocks of land. Under the acquisition program such as 
that which applied when the lands were acquired for the four res- 
ervoirs in Mississippi there are fairly large blocks of land. But our 
new acquisition program only acquires in fee simple those lands 
flooded on an average of once in 5 years. Therefore, most of the res- 
ervoir is in easement and we do not note it. 

Mr. Mack. In maintaining the sustained yield principle would it 
not be far more practicable in these areas where only small acreages 
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| are involved, to have that land tied in with nearby private or public 
owners of the State, and the entire area put under one sustained yield ? 


General Cassipy. That is the best way and it is really our policy 


| now, Whether it is forest, grazing or agricultural land. We hope it 


will be leased by some adjacent or nearby land owner who can oper- 


it. 


Mr. Mack. Will the planning of the acreage in the reservoir area 
contribute to holding the moisture and providing for a more even run- 


oft of the water? 


General Cassipy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. That isa recognized principle ? 

General Casstpy. That is correct. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, General. 

Mr. Batpwin. I just have a couple of questions. 

General Cassidy, in this program on which you do this outleasing 
now, do you have any limitations on what the lessee may do with the 
land, or may he harvest the timber as he sees fit at the present time? 

General Cassipy. As to harvesting timber, I do not know. I think 
alease can be written up if we have an area of that type, which could 
provide for harvesting the timber. But on that particular point I 
am not familiar with it. The thing that comes to my mind there is 
that for timber harvesting we will have to have a very long-term 
lease in order for anyone to take it on and see into the future, so that 
he can make a profit. I think our leases now run for about 25 years, 
which would probably not be sufficient for tree farming. 

Mr. Batpwin. One second question. You mentioned that at present 

ou do not maintain these forests from the standpoint of commercial 
sting of timber. But do you do some planting for the pu 
of tne erosion and protecting the flow of earth down into the 
dam from filling up the lake behind it ? 

General Cassipy. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. 

Mr. Mack. General Cassidy, are the Army Engineers in favor of 
or in opposition to this legislation ? 

General Cassipy. We have no objection to it, sir. 

Mr. McF au. General Cassidy, I was discussing with Mr. Nelson 
and Mr. Hodges dam B in Texas. According to this table which you 
provided us, there were some 6,500 acres of timber that would be or- 

“te = the conservation areas. Do you have any comment on that, 

neral 

General Cassipy. I am not familiar with the particular area except 
Iknow in our tables there are about 6,000 acres that could be used 
possibly for timber management. 

Mr. McF aux. Thank you. 

Mr. Smiru. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Cramer. May I ask one other question ? 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. I did not quite understand your answer to my question 
as to whether it is presently believed that you have authority to enter 
into a reforestation program such as the one we are discussing in Texas. 

General Cassipy. I believe the existing authorities are broad enough 
% that we possibly could, but this involves asking for funds, that is, 
asking Congress for funds for this particular purpose. So it would 
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be much, much better if we had legislation if we want to go into this 
program so we could justify the request for funds for this purpose, 

Mr. Cramer. Thank you. 

Mr. Smirn. Thank you very much. 

We have a representative of the Department of Agriculture, Mr, 
Warren T. Murphy. 

Do you have a statement, Mr. Murphy / 


STATEMENT OF WARREN T. MURPHY, CHIEF, DIVISION OF FLOOD 
PREVENTION AND RIVER BASIN PROGRAMS, FOREST SERVICE, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Mourpuy. I do not have a statement, Mr. Chairman and com- 
mittee members. Actually I am here from the U.S. Forest Service, 
and Mr. George Phillips is representing the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

There was a previous question with regard to the type of timber 
that can be grown in this area. I have a photograph here showing a 
plantation in 1958. The picture was taken in 1958. It was made 
not very far from one of those reservoirs of the Corps of Engineers, 
I might pass this photograph around for the committee to see just 
what you developed in that period. 

In that particular plantation the owner was about to make a thin- 
ning for a pulpwood cutting. It will give you a good idea of what 
can be grown on that eroded land. 

Mr. Smita. Thank you. 

Mr. Cramer. Is the Forest Service in favor of this legislation? 
~ Mr. Moreny. The Department has not yet cleared its statement and 
I do not know at this point just what the outcome would be. I ean 
say this: That in the past the Forest Service and the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service have cooperated with the Corps of Engineers in doing 
work around some of those reservoirs in the Yazoo-Tallahatchie area. 

Mr. Smirax. ‘Thank you very much, Mr. Murphy. 

Mr. Phillips, do you have anything directly that you want to sub- 
mit from the Department ? 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE PHILLIPS, DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Puitires. Unfortunately the Department’s official position has 
not been cleared, Mr. Chairman. However, the Department does feel 
it is important to use reservoir lands in accordance with their capa- 
bilities in order to protect them from eroding and to maintain them 
as stable watershed lands for the protection of reservoirs to which 
they are tributary. It does feel too that there would be an advan- 
tage from the standpoint of provisions of this bill since it is nation- 
wide in its application, somewhat to broaden its terms to include not 
only the use in forestry, but also other vegetative and conservation 
measures in order to insure the proper use of proper conservation 
measures suitable to any given situation. 

Mr. Surrx. Thank you, Mr. Phillips. 

Mr. Batpwin. Could I ask a question ? 

Mr. Smrrn. Mr. Baldwin. 


| M 
be 
so tl 
ficat 
M 
suge 
your 

stage 
| M 
| W 
M 
| VI 
TI 
OF 
TE 
Mr 
the I 
the o 
or tw 
be ad 
On 
Just 
out, i 
| Inter 
needle 
With 
could 
langu 
of Re 
instar 
land 
ultim: 
defini 
this-n 
or dn 
Would 
point, 
Mr. 
Ist 
Mr. 
fleatic 
Mr. 
the po 
ets f 


aber 
ng a 
nade 
eers, 
just 


what 


n has 
feel 
capa- 
them 
vhich 
}van- 
ition- 
le not 
‘ation 
ration 


PROTECTION OF FOREST COVER - 23 


Mr. Bavpwin. I want to ask if your Department feels that it should 
so be broadened, then is the Department going to submit some language 
so that we can actually see what you have in mind specifically in modi- 
fication of this bill ? 

Mr. Pures. [think we can do it. They had in mind just a general 
suggestion that would do that. 

Mr. Bautpwin. Mr. Chairman, I take it that would come in when 
your orripang submits a report on the bill. When would we 
expect that ¢ 

Mr. Purtirirs. Just as soon as it can be cleared, sir, It is in the final 
stages. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. 

Mr. Smrru. Thank you, Mr. Phillips. 

We have representatives of the Department of the Interior here. 


| Mr. Mitchell, the Assistant Chief. 


Mr. Mitchell. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD S. MITCHELL, JR., ASSISTANT CHIEF, DI- 
VISION OF IRRIGATION AND LAND USE, BUREAU OF RECLAMA- 
TION; ACCOMPANIED BY WALTER H. HORNING, FORESTRY STAFF 
OFFICER, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF 
THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Mirenen.. Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, the Department of 
the Interior report has not been cleared and I am unable to give you 
the official views of the Department, but I will be happy to make one 
or two suggestions that we consider are necessary im the bill, or would 
beadvisable, at least. 

One matter concerns us regarding the definition of “reservoir area.” 
Just what does that encompass? I think, as General Cassidy pointed 
out, it is the land acquisition program policy of the Department of the 
Interior and the Department of the fea to acquire only the lands 
needed for the reservoir in fee simple title for the conservation space. 
With that limit the amount of land acquired under each reservoir 
could be a point of contention as to exactly what is meant by the 
language of the bill. 

For clarification purposes, may I refer to our program in the Bureau 
of Reclamation which operates in 17 Western States. In a number of 
instances we may withdraw from the public lands a certain block of 
land which would be somewhat larger than we would need for the 
ultimate program. But our question involves whether or not. this 
definition of reservoir area would encompass all of those lands. Does 
this-mean a quarter of a mile back from the reservoir, 1 mile back, 
5 miles back, or what is the limitation of the boundaries? . And we 


| Would like to suggest that you give consideration to clarifying that 


point. 

Mr. Sarria. Thank you, Mr. Mitchell. 

Is there any discussion ? 
ant Cramer. What language in the bill do you think needs clari- 

cation ? 

Mr. Mircnerx. The bill starts out that it is hereby declared to be 
the policy of the United States to provide that reservoir areas are. proj- 
ets for flood control, navigation, hydroelectric power development, 
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and so forth. Reservoir areas. What does that mean? Does that 
mean just the reservoir and the portion that is inundated by the water?! 
That is usually spoken of as the reservoir area. It is that portion 
inundated. But do we have something else in mind? Does it involye 
the land that goes back 300 feet, or 500 feet, or half a mile, or some 
other definition ? 

I think it would be well to consider defining how much area we 
are talking about. 

Mr. Cramer. It is pretty clear in the report that the Army Engi- 
neers submitted that they are talking about an area that they actually 
own, and that area that is not inundated. 7 

Mr. Mircnei. Does that mean the area that an agency owns on 
each and every project ? 

Mr. Cramer. The area it owns in fee, as I understand it. 

Mr. Owns in fee? 

Mr. Cramer. That is right. 

Mr. Mrrewe.. On each and every project ? 

Mr. Cramer. Would it clarify it for you—— 

Mr. Mrrcnety. That might involve lands 25, 50, or 75 miles from 
a reservoir. 

Mr. Cramer. What is your objection to their making proper use 
of that land if it is owned by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Mircueti. No objection. I think it just should be clear and 
clarified that it would be all of the land owned by an agency in the 
project, or some other clarifying language. 

Mr. Cramer. In lines 3 and 4 on page 1 it says: 

That it is hereby declared to be the policy of the United States to provide 
that reservoir areas * * *, 

Tf it said “owned in fee by the Federal Government,” if that were in- 
cluded, would that clarify it? 

Mr. Mrrenetrt. Would that mean only land right in the reservoir 
owned by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Cramer. Does the Department of the Interior own land in 
the area? 

Mr. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Cramer. Immediately adjoining, or what? 

Mr. Mircueti. Immediately adjoining, and sometimes 25 miles 
away from that particular reservoir. 

Mr. Cramer. It is pretty clearly understood, though, that when you 
talk about flood control, navigation and hydroelectric power develop- 
ment, and other related purposes under the jurisdiction of the Secre- 
tary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers, that you are limiting 
it to land owned by the Army Engineers or by the Federal Govern- 
ment for these purposes, is it not? 

Mrs. Burrow. Mr. Chairman, may I make a statement here, if you 
will yield? 

Mr. Cramer. If he could just answer that question. Could you 
answer my question ? 

Mr. Mrrcneit. Well, I do not pretend to speak for the Corps of 
Engineers, but I am sure that they own land on a project that might 
be many miles from the reservoir itself. 

Mr. Cramer. How does that’ involve the Department of the In- 
terior? 
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Mr. Mrrcne.i. Under this present bill it does not involve us at all. 

Mrs. Burren. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Cramer. I yield to the lady. 

Mrs. Burcu. May I point out a situation in my own district to 

ive you an idea of that? In the Okefenokee Swamp, which is con- 
trolled by the Department of the Interior, we have the St. Marys 
River and the Suwanee River both rising in the Okefenokee Swamp. 
We are just in the status of the completion of a project in the Okefe- 
nokee abeae building fire protection roads, and also building low- 
level dams which contain water during periods of great drought when 
the swamp has been burnt over very seriously, and also where fire is 

ing from the swamp into the Savannah forest lands. There is an 
authorization for the Corps of Engineers to do a survey on the 
Suwanee River and the St. Marys River, but there have been on funds 
provided for that project as yet. I can see where the fee could be, 
or where there could be a conflict of interest there very easily, because 
both rivers rise on Interior Department land and from the time they 
rise, especially the St. Marys, it would never get much more than the 
distance that has been talked about here in this bill. 

Mr. Cramer. But I assume that within the Corps of Engineers set- 
up if the Congress authorized the project there would be a clear de- 
lmeation as to what jurisdiction and ownership would remain in the 
Army Engineers, and what should remain in the Department of the 
Interior. 

Mrs. Burren. The authorization has already been made for the sur- 


vey. 
Vir. Cramer. But not for the project itself. 

Mrs. Burton. No. Just for the survey. 

Mr. Cramer. When the project itself is authorized then there will 
be a clear delineation of what the ownership interest is in the Army 
Engineers and the Interior Department, respectively; isn’t that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Mircuett. Yes. There is no conflict between Interior and the 
Department of the Army under this bill. We are merely pointing 
this out because we think that it will be a problem at some time. 

Mr. Cramer. Don’t you think that matter can be clarified in the re- 
port on the bill ? 

Mr. Mitcue.wi. Yes, it could be. 

Mr. Cramer. Do you believe that the Department of the Interior 
has any other interest or any other reason for being consulted in this 
matter a8 suggested by Mr. Hodges through the amendment that he 


? 

r. MircHEe.u. Well, as you know, we have in the Bureau of Recla- 
mation alone today 170-some-odd reservoirs under our jurisdiction, 
which is a sizable program in itself, and we are naturally interested in 
the full development of all of the resources, and we are interested in 
amy legislation that would be—— 

r. Cramer. That is true, but you would not come under the defini- 
tion of the act as it is contained on page 1, where it is under the 
jurisdiction of the Army Engineers. 

Mr. Mrrcneny. That is correct. 
_ Mr. Cramer. There would have to be an amendment to include you 
inthis total program. 
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Mr. Mircre.y. That is correct. 

Mr. Cramer. Otherwise you have no interest in it. 

Mr. Mrreney. That is correct. 

Mr. Mack. Does the Department of the Interior, Mr. Mitchell, at 
the present time carry out similar forest programs as are asked to be 
given to the U.S. Army Engineers by this legislation ? 


Mr. Mrrcneii. Yes, sir, we do. Generally our lands, if they are — 


withdrawn from the public domain, remain in the custody of the 
Bureau of Land Management, who have a program for management, 
and which Mr. Horning, I am sure, will touch on. 

Mr. Mack. Then this program, Mr. Mitchell, would merely give to 
the Army Engineers authority that is now being exercised by the 
Interior Department over their own reservoirs that they are op- 
erating? 

Mr. I think that is correct. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question, please ? 

Mr. Smiru. Mrs. Pfost. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Mitchell, what practices are you using today on 
your reservoir-withdrawn lands on your irrigation projects? 

Mr. Mrrenevi. As you know, Mrs. Pfost, most of those reservoirs, 
or the majority of them anyway, are in an arid area, and many of 
those are not subject to forestry practices. But we have erosion con- 
trol, and vegetative programs, on each and every one of those reser- 
voirs, in order to revegetate the surrounding areas in order to eliminate 
erosion and carry sediment down into the reservoir areas. On those 
reservoirs where forestry practices are possible, either the program 
under the Bureau of Land Management or the Forest Service in the 
Department of Agriculture is carrying out practices connected with 
forestry. 

Mrs. Prost. But the Bureau of Reclamation does not proceed with 
any type of reforestation, conservation practices such as reseeding 
or flanking practices in the withdrawn reservoir, irrigation areas? 

Mr. Mrrcnert. No, Madam. We do all the conservation work in 
cooperation with the colleges and the Bureau of Land Management 
and the Erosion Service. We do no forest work. It is done either 
by the Bureau of Land Management or the Forest Service of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Mrs. Prost. In speaking about your uncertain feelings about an 
amendment to this legislation, would it serve your purpose if the 
language were clarified to say, “Lands withdrawn for reservoir sites,” 
and enumerate these other cases so it excludes the areas you speak 
about, about 25 to 50 miles away ? 

Mr. Mircueri. That would help to clarify it. 

Mrs. Prosr. It would be difficult. 

Mr. Mircuett. That would help to clarify it. 

Mr. Suiru. At that point I would like to understand this. I do not 
know what the concern is about it being 50 miles away. If it is 50 
miles away and was owned by the Corps of Engineers, I do not know 
of any such instances, but why should there be a management of it 
under this type of program? What if it were 1,000 miles away? | 

Mrs. Prost. I have no objection to it, Mr. Chairman. I think it 1s 
a good practice, arent 


Mr. Mrrcrei.. Would it not be all of the land under the jurisdiec- 


tion of that agency within that project ? 
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Mr. Cramer. That is owned in fee. 

Mr. Mircnety, That is right. It would not be reservoir area lands, 
but all lands. 

Mr. Smiru. Relating to that project. 

Mr. Right. 

Mr. Sairu. I do not think you will have any trouble on that point, 
Mr. Mitchell. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Mitchell. 

Mr. Horning, do you have any statement ? 

Mr. Hornina. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement. 
[ have come to answer any questions regarding the interests of land 
management in this matter. Does anyone have any questions to ask ? 

Mr. Cramer. The only question I have is that the present form of 
the bill is satisfactory with you, is it not, although the Department of 
the Interior is not required to be consulted ? 

Mr. Horntnc. Yes. We have no objections to the provisions of this 
bill. We think that the stated purposes are very laudable. 

Mr. Cramer. Thank you. 

Mr. Smiru. Thank you, Mr. Horning. 

If the members have no further amendments, we will now meet in a 
brief executive session. 

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m., the committee concluded its open hear- 
ings and went into executive session. ) 
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